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Nonstandard work schedules in 29 European 
countries, 2005–15: differences by education, 
gender, and parental status
Data from the European Working Conditions Surveys from 
2005, 2010, and 2015 for 29 European countries show that 
the prevalence of nonstandard work schedules (evenings, 
nights, weekends, and rotating shifts) differs markedly 
across European regions with different public policies. 
Working nonstandard schedules also differs by education, 
gender, and parental status across Europe.
Working a standard daily schedule from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. is 
no longer the norm for many workers in an economy that is 
active 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Workers are 
increasingly required to work at unconventional hours, 
facing highly globalized and deregulated labor markets 
characterized by job volatility and unpredictability.1 
Nonstandard work schedules often go together with 
precarious jobs that put physical and psychological 
pressure on workers, especially among the most vulnerable 
groups in society.2 During the current COVID-19 pandemic 
—which is affecting demographic groups differently, 
depending on their flexible conditions—understanding who 
works nonstandard work schedules becomes crucial.
This article uses data from 2005 to 2015 to examine recent 
trends in nonstandard work schedules across five 
European regions, covering 29 countries. Following Harriet 
B. Presser’s seminal study, we define nonstandard work 
schedules as paid work hours on the main job that are 
outside the standard hours of 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. or occur 
during irregular and unpredictable hours (e.g., nondaytime 
work hours, rotating hours, or hours in which workers are 
“on call”).3 Nonstandard work schedules are associated 
with adverse physical and mental health outcomes for 
workers and can lead to a high incidence of work-family 
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and work-life conflicts.4 Studies reveal that less-skilled 
workers are more likely to work nonstandard work 
schedules than are high-skilled workers.5 Nonstandard 
work schedules can be especially harmful to women’s labor 
market outcomes: women often choose to leave the labor 
force when their only choice is to work nonstandard schedules that make it difficult to reconcile paid work with 
childcare activities.6 Studies also show that nonstandard work schedules can be harmful to parent-child relations, 
which are critical for children’s well-being.7
A study by Harriet B. Presser, Janet C. Gornick, and Sangeeta Parashar examined 2005 data from the labor force 
surveys of 12 European countries—Finland, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, the United Kingdom, Ireland, the 
Netherlands, Austria, Italy, France, Belgium, and Luxembourg—and found that nondaytime shifts were more 
prevalent in the United Kingdom than in the other 11 countries. The same study found that Finland had the 
smallest gender differences in nonstandard work schedules and that the United Kingdom had the largest gender 
differences, whereas men in the United Kingdom were much more likely than women to work nonstandard 
schedules.8 Yet, the Presser et al. study, like most other previous studies, only looked at Western European 
countries in the period before the 2007–09 recession (the Great Recession).
In this article, we use data from the 2005, 2010, and 2015 European Working Conditions Surveys (EWCS) to 
examine nonstandard work schedules in 29 European countries. This allows us to study the period before, during, 
and just after the Great Recession.9 Our results indicate that the incidence of nonstandard work schedules differs 
markedly across European regions. We show that nonstandard work schedules are most prevalent in the Southern 
European and Central-Eastern European countries, followed by the English-speaking countries (the United 
Kingdom and Ireland), which have more liberal market-oriented policies. In the Continental European countries, we 
see a lower incidence of nonstandard work schedules than in the three regions just mentioned. Finally, the 
Scandinavian countries (Finland, Norway, Sweden, and Denmark), which have strong labor market regulations 
and worker-protection policies (e.g., work-family programs, minimum-wage policies, and restricted 
business hours), show the lowest presence of nonstandard work schedules.10 Our study examines how 
nonstandard work schedules differ across European regions by considering three key factors: education, gender, 
and parental status.
Data
Our data come from the 2005, 2010, and 2015 waves of the EWCS for 29 European countries. The European 
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions (Eurofound) administers the EWCS. The EWCS 
randomly selects and interviews individuals from a statistical and cross-sectional sample from each country 
included in the surveys.11 Depending on feasibility concerns and the country’s population size, the sample ranged 
from 537 to 3,706 respondents per country for each of the 3 years. Table 1 shows the 29 countries included in the 
present study. The analytic sample we used was nationally representative of each country. Face-to-face interviews 
were carried out in people’s homes with questions about their demographic information and their working 
conditions. All three waves of the ECWS used in this study (2005, 2010, and 2015) followed the same data- 
collection procedures.
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Our sample includes a total of 93,879 workers across the 29 countries. We analyze repeated measures across 
three cross-sectional waves of the survey: wave one in 2005 (n = 25,436), wave two in 2010 (n = 34,688), and 
wave three in 2015 (n = 33,755). The samples are representative of the working population aged 18 to 64 for each 
wave of the EWCS included in our data. We used sample weights in our analysis to ensure the representative 
nature of all countries included in the study.
We group the 29 European countries into five regions, which tend to have different public policy traditions: (1) 
Scandinavia (Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden); (2) Continental Europe (Austria, Belgium, France, 
Germany, Luxemburg, and the Netherlands); (3) the Anglo-Celtic countries (Ireland and the United Kingdom); (4) 
Southern Europe (Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta, Portugal, and Spain); and (5) Central-Eastern Europe (Bulgaria, 
Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia). Table 1 
presents the sample size for each of the 29 countries in the three waves of the EWCS used in this study.
Country
2005 2010 2015
Sample size (n) Percent Sample size (n) Percent Sample size (n) Percent
Total 25,436 100.0 34,688 100.0 33,755 100.0
Austria 920 3.6 920 2.7 961 2.9
Belgium 945 3.7 3,706 10.7 2,408 7.1
Bulgaria 1,055 4.2 924 2.7 988 2.9
Croatia 929 3.7 861 2.5 773 2.3
Cyprus 556 2.2 953 2.8 963 2.9
Czech Republic 889 3.5 909 2.6 904 2.7
Denmark 962 3.8 1,029 3.0 923 2.7
Estonia 537 2.1 885 2.6 878 2.6
Finland 995 3.9 983 2.8 945 2.8
France 942 3.7 2,876 8.3 1,467 4.4
Germany 973 3.8 2,043 5.9 1,959 5.8
Greece 921 3.6 985 2.8 963 2.9
Hungary 948 3.7 964 2.8 913 2.7
Ireland 928 3.7 946 2.7 972 2.9
Italy 900 3.5 1,344 3.9 1,223 3.6
Latvia 904 3.6 935 2.7 835 2.5
Lithuania 831 3.3 883 2.6 927 2.8
Luxemburg 543 2.1 910 2.6 961 2.9
Malta 553 2.2 947 2.7 957 2.8
Netherlands 997 3.9 975 2.8 963 2.9
Norway 921 3.6 1,012 2.9 959 2.8
Poland 940 3.7 1,308 3.8 993 2.9
Portugal 939 3.7 912 2.6 869 2.6
Romania 890 3.5 901 2.6 935 2.8
Slovakia 985 3.9 946 2.7 913 2.7
Slovenia 584 2.3 1,352 3.9 1,523 4.5
Spain 955 3.8 990 2.9 3,220 9.5
Sweden 1,020 4.0 855 2.5 953 2.8
United Kingdom 974 3.8 1,434 4.1 1,507 4.5
Table 1. Sample size and percentage by country and year, 2005, 2010, 2015
See footnotes at end of table.
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Source: European Working Conditions Surveys, 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Our outcome measure is nonstandard work schedules. This is a binary variable identifying employees who have 
nonstandard work schedules (as opposed to those not having such schedules). Workers are classified as working 
a nonstandard schedule if they declared in the EWCS that they worked under one or more of the following 
conditions: (1) frequent nonday shifts (i.e., evenings, nights, or split shifts); (2) frequent rotating hours or days; or 
(3) weekend work during most weekends of the month (i.e., at least three weekends in a month).
We examine the percentage of workers with nonstandard schedules across the 29 countries included in our data. 
We pay particular attention to the differences in nonstandard work schedules across the five European regions, 
including changes that occurred from 2005 to 2015. Finally, we investigate the probabilities of working nonstandard 
work schedules across the five European regions by using multivariate logistic regressions adjusted for selected 
covariates (age, marital status, occupation, and migrant status) across education, gender, and parental status.
Nonstandard work schedules in 29 European countries
Chart 1 shows the percentage of workers with nonstandard work schedules for 29 European countries during the 
2005–15 period. Although more than 1 in 3 workers (39 percent) in our overall sample worked nonstandard 
schedules, we observe notable cross-national differences in the incidence of such schedules. The prevalence of 
nonstandard work schedules ranges from—at the lower end of the scale—20 percent in Denmark, 22 percent in 
Sweden and 25 percent in the Netherlands to—at the higher end of the scale—50 percent in Italy, 51 percent in 
Poland, 52 percent in Romania, 54 percent in Croatia, and 56 percent in Greece. In nine countries, the incidence 
of nonstandard work schedules ranged from 35 to 40 percent, including five Central-Eastern European countries 
(Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, and Slovakia), the two Anglo-Celtic countries (Ireland and the United 
Kingdom), one Southern European country (Portugal), and one Continental European country (France).
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Nonstandard work schedules in five European regions
Table 2 shows the percentage of workers with nonstandard schedules across five European regions. We observe 
notable differences in the incidence of nonstandard work schedules across regions. In Scandinavia, 27 percent of 
workers have nonstandard work schedules, followed by the Continental European countries (34 percent) and the 
Anglo-Celtic countries (38 percent). The Southern European countries had the largest percentage of workers with 
nonstandard schedules (46 percent), followed closely by the Central-Eastern European countries (43 percent).
Characteristic Scandinavia Continental Europe Anglo-Celtic countries Southern Europe Central-Eastern Europe
Percentage 27 34 38 46 43
Number of 
observations 11,557 25,469 6,761 19,150 30,942
Table 2. Percentage of employees with nonstandard work schedules across five European regions, 
average for 2005, 2010, and 2015
See footnotes at end of table.
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Note: Employees aged 18 to 64 for a pooled sample of three survey waves: Wave one (2005), Wave two (2010), and Wave three (2015); total sample size (n) 
= 93,879.
Source: European Working Conditions Surveys, 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Nonstandard work schedules, 2005 to 2015
Chart 2 shows the probabilities (percentages) of working nonstandard schedules across the five European regions 
in 2005, 2010, and 2015. Our analysis adjusts for demographic and socioeconomic variables. We observe that, 
between 2005 (prerecession) and 2010 (recession), the likelihood of working nonstandard schedules decreased 
slightly in Southern Europe (from 44 percent to 43 percent), Central-Eastern Europe (from 44 percent to 40 
percent), and Scandinavia (from 30 percent to 27 percent), while it remained stable in the Anglo-Celtic countries 
(at 37 percent) and Continental Europe (at 35 percent).12 Between 2010 (recession) and 2015 (postrecession), the 
incidence of nonstandard work schedules returned to levels similar to those in 2005 in Southern Europe (46 
percent), Central-Eastern Europe (43 percent), and Scandinavia (32 percent). In Continental Europe there was a 
slight decline in the percentage of workers on nonstandard schedules—from 35 percent in 2010 to 33 percent in 
2015. By contrast, the percentage of workers on nonstandard schedules increased in the Anglo-Celtic countries, 
from 37 percent in 2010 to 42 percent in 2015.
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Table 3 presents odds ratios that allow us to examine if the likelihood of working nonstandard schedules differs 
significantly across years within each of the five European regions, after adjusting for demographic and 
socioeconomic variables. Odds ratios with values greater than 1 are interpreted as positive, while those with 
values less than 1 are interpreted as negative. The differences in the likelihood of working nonstandard schedules 
between years were statistically significant for four of the regions, with the exception being the Continental 
European countries. The differences were particularly notable between 2010 and 2015 (p < 0.001). In Continental 
European countries, differences in the likelihood of working nonstandard schedules were not statistically significant 
between 2005 and 2010 or between 2010 and 2015.
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Notes:
[1] Statistically significant.
[2] Not statistically significant.
Note: The year 2005 is the reference category for each region. Five separate logistic models were conducted measuring the probabilities of working 
nonstandard schedules as odds ratios. All models control for age, gender, education, occupational sector, family income, migrant status, parental status, and 
marital status. Odds ratios are interpreted as positive when the value is greater than 1 and negative when the value is less than 1.
Source: European Working Conditions Surveys, 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Nonstandard work schedules by education level
Chart 3 shows the percentage of workers with nonstandard work schedules among those holding a college degree 
(bachelor’s degree or equivalent) and those with lower levels of education across the five European regions. Our 
analysis adjusts for demographic and socioeconomic variables. We observe that college-educated workers are 
less likely to have nonstandard work schedules than their less-educated counterparts. Yet, these educational 
variations in nonstandard work schedules differ markedly across the five regions.
Region
Statistical differences between 
2005 and 2010
Statistical differences between 
2005 and 2015























































Table 3. Odds ratios for the probability of working nonstandard work schedules, by European region, 
2005–15
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Chart 3 shows that educational differences in nonstandard work schedules are smallest in the Scandinavian 
countries, with 24 percent of college-educated workers having nonstandard schedules, compared with 31 percent 
of those with less education. We find larger educational differences in the probability of working nonstandard 
schedules in Continental Europe (27 percent for the college educated, compared with 38 percent for those with 
less education) and in the Anglo-Celtic countries (31 percent, compared with 42 percent). In Southern Europe, we 
find much larger educational gaps in the probability of working nonstandard schedules: 33 percent for workers 
holding a college degree, compared with 49 percent for those with less education. Finally, the largest educational 
gap in the probabilities of nonstandard work schedules exists in the Central-Eastern European countries: 27 
percent for those with a college degree, compared with 49 percent for those with less education.
Educational differences in nonstandard work schedules are smallest in Scandinavia, a region with low levels of 
socioeconomic inequalities and high social benefits (compared with the other regions).13 Educational gaps in 
nonstandard work schedules are at intermediate levels in the Continental European countries and in the Anglo- 
Celtic countries. The greatest differences between college-educated workers and the less-educated workers exist 
in Southern Europe and even more so in Central-Eastern Europe, where less-educated workers are especially 
likely to work nonstandard schedules, with many employed in low-paying jobs under precarious contracts.14
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Table 4 presents odds ratios that show whether the differences in the probabilities of working nonstandard 
schedules by educational levels were significant within each of the five European regions, net of all other control 
variables. Odds ratios with values greater than 1 are interpreted as positive, while those with values less than 1 
are interpreted as negative. Although educational variations in the likelihood of working nonstandard schedules 
were statistically significant in all five regions, these variations were statistically stronger in Southern Europe, 
Continental Europe, and Central-Eastern Europe (p < 0.001), followed by the Anglo-Celtic region (p < 0.01) and 
Scandinavia (p < 0.05), which had the least variation.
Note: Data are for workers who have at least a bachelor’s degree, with those with less education being the reference category. Five separate logistic models 
were conducted measuring the probabilities of working nonstandard schedules as odds ratios. All models control for age, gender, year, occupational sector, 
family income, migrant status, parental status, and marital status. Odds ratios are interpreted as positive when the value is greater than 1 and negative when 
the value is less than 1.
Source: European Working Conditions Surveys, 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Nonstandard work schedules by gender
Chart 4 shows the percentage of men and women with nonstandard work schedules across the five European 
regions, adjusted by demographic and socioeconomic factors. This analysis shows two clear findings. First, gender 
differences in working nonstandard schedules tend to be smaller than educational differences. Second, men are 
more likely than women to work nonstandard work schedules in all regions, except in Scandinavia, where women 
are slightly more likely than men to work nonstandard schedules.
Region Odds ratio p-value Robust standard errors Sample size
Scandinavia 0.889 (–) p < 0.05 0.05 11,557
Continental Europe 0.680 (–) p < 0.001 0.02 25,469
Anglo-Celtic countries 0.827 (–) p < 0.01 0.05 6,761
Southern Europe 0.585 (–) p < 0.001 0.02 19,150
Central-Eastern 
Europe 0.529 (–) p < 0.001 0.02 30,942
Table 4. Odds ratios for the probability of working nonstandard work schedules, by education and 
European region, average for 2005, 2010, and 2015.
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Chart 4 shows that the probability of working nonstandard schedules in Scandinavia is 29 percent among men and 
31 percent among women. In Continental Europe, men are more likely than women to work nonstandard 
schedules (36 percent among men, compared with 32 percent among women), with similar gender gaps in 
Southern Europe (46 percent among men; 42 percent among women) and in the Central-Eastern European cluster 
(44 percent among men; 41 percent among women). The largest gender differences in the likelihood of working 
nonstandard schedules appear in the Anglo-Celtic countries: 35 percent among women, compared with 43 percent 
among men. These findings show that the Scandinavian countries are unique among the regions of Europe in that 
women are more likely than men to work nonstandard schedules, which might reflect similar levels of working 
flexibility across genders in Scandinavia.15 In the other four European regions, men work nonstandard schedules 
more than women, with moderate gender gaps in Continental Europe, Southern Europe, and Central-Eastern 
Europe. The Anglo-Celtic countries have the largest gender differences in nonstandard work schedules, showing 
that men—who often work long hours across economic sectors in these English-speaking countries—are the most 
affected by having nonstandard work schedules, while women—many of whom work part time in these countries— 
are more likely to work flexible standard work schedules.16
Table 5 presents odds ratios that show the likelihood of working nonstandard schedules by gender within each of 
the five European regions of study, net of all other demographic and socioeconomic variables. Odds ratios with 
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values greater than 1 are interpreted as positive, while those with values less than 1 are interpreted as negative. 
For Continental Europe, the Anglo-Celtic countries, and Southern Europe, men showed a higher probability of 
working nonstandard work schedules, with strong statistical significance (p < 0.001). The higher tendency of 
women to work nonstandard work schedules in the Scandinavian countries was also statistically significant (p < 
0.01). In contrast, the gender differences in the likelihood of working nonstandard work schedules in Central- 
Eastern Europe was not statistically significant.
Notes:
[1] Difference between men and women is not statistically significant in Central-Eastern Europe.
Note: Data are for men, with women being the reference category. Five separate logistic models were conducted measuring the probabilities of working 
nonstandard schedules as odd ratios. All models control for age, education, year, occupational sector, family income, migrant status, parental status, and 
marital status. Odds ratios are interpreted as positive when the value is greater than 1 and negative when the value is less than 1.
Source: European Working Conditions Surveys, 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Nonstandard work schedules by parental status
Table 6 shows the probabilities of working nonstandard schedules by gender and region across three groups by 
parental status—workers with no children aged 0 to 17, workers whose youngest child is aged 0 to 5, and workers 
whose youngest child is aged 6 to 11—with workers whose youngest child is aged 12 to 17 being the reference 
category. Results are presented with odds ratios, with values greater than 1 indicating higher odds of working 
nonstandard schedules (positive) and values less than 1 indicating lower odds of working nonstandard schedules 
(negative), compared with the odds of working nonstandard work schedules for the reference group (workers 
whose youngest child is aged 12 to 17). These models adjust for demographic and socioeconomic factors. For 
brevity, we only highlight results that are statistically significant at least at the 95-percent confidence level.
Region Odds ratio p-value Robust standard errors Sample size
Scandinavia 1.117 (+) p < 0.01 0.05 11,557
Continental Europe 0.887 (–) p < 0.001 0.02 25,469
Anglo-Celtic countries 0.760 (–) p < 0.001 0.04 6,761




Table 5. Odds ratios for the probability of working nonstandard work schedules, by gender and European 
region, average for 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Gender and 
region


















[1] 0.07 0.806 (–)
[1] 0.10 0.954 (–)
[1] 0.11
Table 6. Odds ratios for the probability of working nonstandard work schedules, by present and age of 
children and European region, average of 2005, 2010, and 2015
See footnotes at end of table.
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Notes:
[1] Differences are not statistically significant.
Note: For both men and women, the reference category is the group of workers with children aged 12 to 17. Five separate logistic models were conducted 
measuring the probabilities of working nonstandard schedules as odds ratios. All models control for age, year, gender, education, occupational sector, family 
income, migrant status, and marital status. Odds ratios are interpreted as positive when the value is greater than 1 and negative when the value is less than 1.
Source: European Working Conditions Surveys, 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Table 6 shows that the differences in nonstandard work schedules by men’s parental status are generally not 
statistically significant. The only significant result for men is found in the Southern European region, where men 
without children have lower odds of working nonstandard schedules (0.883), compared with the odds for those in 
which the youngest child at home is aged 12 to 17. For women, we find more differences by parental status in the 
probabilities of working nonstandard work schedules, although these differences are only statistically significant in 
the Scandinavian and Continental European regions. In Scandinavia, mothers whose youngest child is aged 0 to 5 
(0.780) and those whose youngest child is aged 6 to 11 (0.737) have significantly lower odds of working 
nonstandard schedules than Scandinavian mothers whose youngest child is aged 12 to 17. Also, in the Continental 
European region, women without dependent children aged 0 to 17 at home show significantly higher odds of 
working nonstandard schedules (1.107), compared with the odds for women whose youngest child is aged 12 to 
17.
To summarize, men’s probabilities of working nonstandard schedules hardly differ by parental status, except in 
Southern Europe, where men have particularly low probabilities of working nonstandard schedules. By contrast, 
women without any children aged 0 to 17 at home are more likely to work nonstandard schedules than women with 
children under age 18 at home, with statistically significant differences in Continental Europe. The Scandinavian 
Gender and 
region




















[1] 0.06 1.005 (+)






[1] 0.10 1.081 (+)
[1] 0.16 1.101 (+)
[1] 0.15











[1] 0.05 1.022 (+)

























[1] 0.11 1.019 (+)
[1] 0.15 0.898 (–)
[1] 0.12
Southern Europe 1.087 (–)
[1] 0.06 0.850 (–)






[1] 0.04 0.982 (–)
[1] 0.07 0.925 (–)
[1] 0.05
Table 6. Odds ratios for the probability of working nonstandard work schedules, by present and age of 
children and European region, average of 2005, 2010, and 2015
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countries are an exception regarding the role of children’s age in the likelihood of mothers working nonstandard 
schedules, with the probability of working nonstandard schedules clearly lower among mothers with children of 
preschool age and primary-school age than among mothers with older children. These findings suggest that 
family-friendly policies in Scandinavia may allow women with small children to avoid working nonstandard 
schedules.
Summary of results
The presence of nonstandard work schedules differs markedly across European regions. Nonstandard work 
schedules are most prevalent in the Southern European and Central-Eastern European countries, followed 
by the Anglo-Celtic countries and, to a lesser extent, the Continental European countries. Nonstandard work 
schedules are least prevalent in the Scandinavian countries.
In the Central-Eastern European, Southern European, and Scandinavian countries, the prevalence of 
nonstandard work schedules declined from 2005 to 2010, before returning to prerecession levels in 2015. In 
Continental Europe, the prevalence of nonstandard work schedules changed little from 2005 to 2010 and 
then declined from 2010 to 2015. In the Anglo-Celtic countries, the prevalence of nonstandard work 
schedules remained stable from 2005 to 2010, but then showed a substantial increase from 2010 to 2015.
In each of the European countries covered in this study, workers holding a college degree were less likely 
than those without a college degree to work nonstandard schedules. Yet, these differences by education 
vary across the five regions, being low in Scandinavia, moderate in Continental Europe and the Anglo-Celtic 
countries, and high in Southern Europe and Central-Eastern Europe.
Men were more likely than women to work nonstandard schedules in Continental Europe, Central-Eastern 
Europe, and Southern Europe, and even more so in the Anglo-Celtic countries. In Scandinavia, by contrast, 
women were slightly more likely than men to work nonstandard schedules.
Scandinavia was the only region in which the age of the youngest child at home played a significant role in 
the prevalence of mothers working nonstandard schedules, where women with young children (preschool 
age and primary-school age) were less likely to work nonstandard schedules than women with older 
children.
Conclusion
This article presents a systematic analysis of how nonstandard work schedules differ across five European 
regions, with each of the regions having different public policy contexts. It uses high-quality data from the 
European Working Conditions Surveys (EWCS) from 2005 to 2015. Our results indicate that regions with a 
tradition of higher social protection, such as Scandinavia and, to a lesser extent, Continental Europe, had a lower 
incidence of nonstandard work schedules. By contrast, the Southern European and Central-Eastern European 
regions showed particularly high levels of nonstandard work schedules, which are associated with poorer health, 
lower work autonomy, and higher work-family conflict levels. The 2007–09 recession reduced the incidence of 
nonstandard work schedules in Europe, but they returned to prerecession levels during the subsequent recovery. 
Nonstandard work schedules increased in the English-speaking countries over the period from 2005 to 2015.
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Education and gender play an important role in shaping nonstandard work schedules. We found clear differences 
by education and—to a lesser extent—gender in the incidence of working nonstandard work schedules. The 
magnitude and direction of these variations differed across the five European regions, which have different policy 
and labor market traditions. Also, we observed some variations in the incidence of working nonstandard schedules 
by parental status, with relevant differences across Europe. Overall, the findings of this study contribute to current 
debates about working conditions across European regions with different policy, social, and economic contexts by 
providing an exhaustive examination of nonstandard work schedules, using detailed data from 29 European 
countries.
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